Thirty-four male white-collar offenders without a prior history of non-white-collar crime, 23 male white-collar offenders with at least one prior arrest for a non-white-collar crime, and 66 male non-white-collar offenders housed in a minimum security federal prison camp completed the Psychological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles and Social Identity as a Criminal scale and were rated on the Lifestyle Criminality Screening Form-Revised. Significant group differences were noted on the Psychological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles Self-Assertion/ Deception scale, Social Identity as a Criminal Centrality subscale, Social Identity as a Criminal In-Group Ties subscale, and Lifestyle Criminality Screening Form-Revised, which showed that white-collar offenders with no prior history of non-white-collar crime registered lower levels of criminal thinking, criminal identification, and deviance than white-collar offenders previously arrested for non-white-collar crimes.
that imprisonment may be no more effective in deterring white-collar crime than it is in deterring other forms of criminality. Weisburd, Chayet, and Waring (1990) tested Gottfredson and Hirschi's theory of white-collar crime in a large group of federal offenders divided into eight categories of white-collar crime (antitrust offenses, securities and exchange fraud, postal and wire fraud, false claims and statements, credit and lending institution fraud, bank embezzlement, IRS fraud, and bribery). With the exception of prisoners serving time for antitrust violations, many inmates in this sample showed evidence of prior criminality. Of these prisoners, 43% had been arrested at least once before, 34% had prior convictions, and 15% had been previously incarcerated. Even after paring their sample down to white-collar offenders who held either elite positions or were in possession of significant assets at the time they committed their offenses, Weisburd et al. (1990) still observed lifetime arrest and conviction rates of 25% and 10%, respectively. Despite a moderate degree of versatility and deviance, participants in this sample evidenced an older age of onset and lower frequency of offending than is generally observed in non-white-collar offenders. When Weisburd et al. (1990) restricted their sample to the most chronic white-collar offenders (three or more prior arrests), they nevertheless discovered that the career pattern of crime was hard to distinguish from that of the average street criminal. Benson and Moore (1992) subjected Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) versatility and deviance hypotheses to empirical scrutiny by comparing federal white-collar offenders with persons convicted of narcotics violations, bank robbery, and postal forgery. The results revealed that white-collar offenders were 4 times more likely to have been previously arrested for a white-collar crime than non-white-collar criminals, thereby contradicting Gottfredson and Hirschi's versatility hypothesis in the sense that white-collar offenders maintained a higher level of specialization than non-white-collar offenders. Furthermore, the non-white-collar offenders were significantly more deviant than the white-collar offenders on indices of past problem drinking, drug use, poor grades, and social maladjustment. By the same token, a subsample of high-rate white-collar criminals, each with four or more prior arrests, displayed a level of versatility and prior deviance that approached the level attained by non-white-collar offenders. In line with findings from an earlier study by Wheeler, Weisburd, Waring, and Bode (1988) , Benson and Moore uncovered two separate pathways to white-collar crime, one marked by low selfcontrol and prior non-white-collar offending and the other characterized by high self-control and no prior non-white-collar offending.
As the studies reviewed in this section suggest, there are at least two groups of white-collar offender. One group may be indiscernible from the common street criminal, a finding congruent with Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) low self-control theory of white-collar crime. The other group, by comparison, is significantly more specialized and less deviant than the first. To the extent that white-collar and non-whitecollar crimes are divergent, it would make sense that these offenses are perpetrated by individuals who differ in their thoughts, identifications, and actions toward crime, a possibility that may reflect divergent programming needs for white-collar offenders with and without a history of non-white-collar crime. Walters (2003) utilized the Psychological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles (PICTS) (Walters, 1995) and Social Identity as a Criminal (SIC) (Cameron, 1999) Scale to discriminate between medium security inmates with and without a prior history of incarceration. Two of the four PICTS factor scales, Interpersonal Hostility and Self-Assertion/Deception, and one of three SIC subscales, Centrality, demonstrated significant time (initial assessment, 6-month follow-up) by group (novice, experienced) interactions, whereby scores on these scales rose in novice inmates after 6 months but remained stable in experienced inmates.
The purpose of the current study was to ascertain whether prisoners who have only ever been arrested for a white-collar crime deviated from white-collar offenders previously arrested for a non-white-collar crime and inmates confined for non-white collar offenses on measures of criminal thinking, criminal identity, and criminal lifestyle involvement. Research assessing Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory of white-collar crime denotes that white-collar crime occurs along two distinct and separate lines, one of which (white-collar offenders with a prior history of non-white-collar crime) may be largely indistinguishable from non-white-collar crime and the other of which (white-collar offenders without a prior history of non-white-collar crime) is less versatile and deviant than the pattern traditionally found in non-whitecollar offenders. Employing an offense-based definition of whitecollar crime it was predicted that (a) white-collar offenders with no history of prior non-white-collar crime would receive significantly lower scores than white-collar offenders with a history of non-whitecollar crime and non-white-collar offenders on measures of criminal thinking (PICTS factor scores), criminal identity (Self-Identity as a Criminal), and criminal lifestyle involvement (Lifestyle Criminality Screening Form [LCSF] ) and (b) white-collar offenders with a history of prior non-white-collar crime and non-white-collar offenders would perform similarly on these criminal thinking, identity, and lifestyle measures.
METHOD PARTICIPANTS
In a population of 327 male inmates assigned to a minimum security federal prison camp over a 3-month period, 86 (26.3%) were serving time for a white-collar offense. 1 Comparing inmates serving time for white-collar and non-white-collar crimes, it was noted that the white-collar offenders (M = 47.20, SD = 10.78) were significantly older, t(325) = 4.28, p < .001, than non-white collar offenders (M = 41.41, SD = 10.79) and significantly more likely to be White, χ 2 (3, N= 327) = 23.56, p < .001, than the non-white-collar offenders. Originally, it was hoped that it might be possible to match white-collar and non-white-collar participants on age and ethnic status; however, it soon became apparent that this was an impractical approach in that many of the white-collar offenders had no reasonable matches. Therefore, an alternate strategy was pursued in which all inmates 29 years of age and older (the lower limit of the age range in the white-collar group) serving time for nonviolent, non-white-collar offenses were approached about participating in the current study.
Over a 4-month period, 93 male inmates serving time for whitecollar offenses were invited to participate in the current study.
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Of these individuals, 57 agreed to participate, 34 declined, and 2 were unable to complete the survey because of reading/language difficul-ties. There were no significant age, sentence, ethnicity, or offense discrepancies (p > .10) between the 57 participating white-collar offenders and 34 white-collar offenders who were able but unwilling to participate in the current study. There were also no significant age, education, sentence, race, marital status, confining offense, PICTS factor scales, SIC subscales, or LCSF-R (LCSF-Revised) total score differences between the 26 white-collar offenders who were first-time offenders and 8 white-collar offenders with a prior record of whitecollar offending (p > .10; except for PICTS Interpersonal Hostility scale, p = .06). Accordingly, these two clusters of inmates were merged into a single group of 34 white-collar offenders with no prior history of non-white-collar crime, in contrast to the 23 white-collar offenders who presented with at least one prior arrest for a non-whitecollar crime.
Every minimum security male prisoner, 29 years of age and older, incarcerated in the same facility as the white-collar offenders for a nonviolent, non-white-collar offense, 136 in all, was approached about participating in the current study. Of this number, 66 agreed to participate, 59 refused to participate, and 11 could not read English well enough to complete the survey. As was the case with the whitecollar offenders, there were no significant age, sentence, ethnic status, or offense disparities (p > .10) between the 66 comparison participants who took part in this investigation and the 59 inmates who chose not to participate. Overall, 123 of the 216 English-speaking male minimum security inmates initially approached about participating in the current study (56.9%) eventually completed the survey. Although a higher percentage of white-collar inmates than non-white-collar offenders participated in the current investigation (62.6% vs. 52.8%), the proportions were not significantly different, χ 2 (1, N = 123) = 2.09, p > .10.
MEASURES
PICTS. All inmates participating in the current study were administered Version 4.0 of the PICTS (Walters, 1995 (Walters, , 2003 . The PICTS is an 80-item self-report measure composed of (a) two validity scales including Confusion-revised (Cf-r) and Defensiveness-revised (Dfr); (b) eight thinking-style scales including Mollification (Mo), Cutoff The validity and thinking-style scales contain 8 items each, the factor scales 10 items each, the CUR scale 13 items, and the HIS scale 12 items. There are four options per item with strongly agree = 4, agree = 3, uncertain = 2, and disagree = 1 with the exception of Df-r, which was scored in the reverse direction (i.e., strongly agree = 1 and disagree = 4). The test-retest reliability and empirical/predictive validity of the PICTS are well documented (Walters, 2002) .
SIC. The 12 items that constitute the Cameron (1999) social identity scale were modified to assess participants' social identity as a criminal.
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. Each item was scored on a 6-point scale with attitudinal anchors at each point: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = slightly agree, 5 = moderately agree, 6 = strongly agree. One half the items on Cameron's social identity scale are scored in a positive direction, whereas the other one half are scored in a reverse direction (i.e., strongly disagree = 6 and strongly agree = 1). Cameron recommended that the 12 social identity items be grouped into three factor subscales. The In-Group Ties subscale measures a respondent's level of personal bonding with in-group members (i.e., other criminals) and manifest internal consistency, as measured by Cronbach's alpha coefficient (α), on the order of .76. The Centrality subscale (α = .78), on the other hand, is designed to assess the psychological salience of a respondent's group identity. The final subscale, In-Group Affect (α = .78), is believed to reflect a respondent's felt attitude toward in-group members. These three factor subscales were scored for the purposes of the current investigation where they earned internal consistency (alpha) coefficients of .50 (InGroup Ties), .48 (Centrality), and .58 (In-Group Affect).
LCSF-R.
The LCSF-R (Walters, 1998; Walters, White, & Denney, 1991 ) is a 14-item chart audit form designed to assess the four interactive styles associated with lifestyle patterns of criminal conduct (irre-sponsibility, self-indulgence, interpersonal intrusiveness, and social rule breaking) that is scored from information found in an inmate's presentence investigation (PSI) report. The Irresponsibility subscale lists items for dropping out of school, failure to provide financial support for a biological child, length of prior employment, and episodes of quitting or being terminated from a job. A history of substance misuse, divorce, and the presence of tattoos are assessed on the SelfIndulgence subscale. The Interpersonal Intrusiveness subscale asks whether the instant or confining offense was intrusive, a weapon was used in the commission of that offense, a history of intrusive crime exists, and the participant ever physically abused a significant other. Finally, the Social Rule Breaking subscale delimits the number of prior offenses, the age at first arrest, and the existence of any school disciplinary problems. The total LCSF-R score may range between 0 and 22, while removing the arrest-related items (arrests for intrusive crime, total number of arrests, age at first arrest) from the LCSF-R results in a scale with scores ranging from 0 to 16. Twenty randomly selected participants were independently rated on the LCSF-R by the second author, the outcome of which yielded an interrater reliability coefficient (r) of .91.
PROCEDURE
The files of all inmates in admissions status at a federal minimum security prison camp located in the northeastern United States were reviewed over a 4-month period. Inmates serving time for the following white-collar crimes-antitrust violations, securities and exchange fraud, postal and wire fraud, health care fraud, IRS fraud, credit and lending institution fraud, bank embezzlement, counterfeiting, false claims and statements, and bribery-were approached about participating in the current study. In a group of 93 inmates serving sentences for white-collar crime, 57 were recruited into the study. A group of 136 non-white-collar offenders, 29 years of age and older, were also approached about enrolling in the study, from which a sample of 66 control participants was assembled. Voluntary consent to participate in the current study was obtained from all participants based on the understanding that the data would be kept confidential and that there would be no negative consequences should they choose not to partici-pate. When voluntary consent was secured, participants completed the PICTS (Version 4.0) and SIC scale in groups of 2 to 10 inmates. The first author then conducted a file review, completed the LCSF-R, and gathered pertinent demographic data (number of prior white-collar offenses and number of prior non-white-collar offenses) on each participant. Basic demographic information on the 34 male white-collar offenders with no history of non-white collar crime, 23 male whitecollar offenders with at least one prior arrest for a non-white-collar crime, and 66 male non-white-collar offenders appears in Table 1 . Table 1 , white-collar offenders without a history of non-white-collar crime (WC-only) were significantly older, more highly educated, and serving shorter sentences than the non-whitecollar control group (NWC). The WC-only group also possessed significantly more years of education than white-collar offenders with one or more prior arrests for a non-white-collar crime (WC-prior). Significant ethnic status differences were noted between all three groups, χ 2 (4, N = 123) = 14.53, p < .01, however, the groups were roughly equivalent on marital status, χ 2 (6, N = 123) = 10.12, p > .10. A disparity between the groups on confining offense was anticipated given that this was the criterion used to assign participants to conditions, though a comparison of the two white-collar groups revealed that significantly more WC-only inmates were serving sentences for postal and wire fraud, whereas a greater portion of the WC-prior group was incarcerated for credit and lending institution fraud, χ 2 (8, N = 57) = 17.88, p < .05. Correlations between the five demographic variables (age, education, sentence, ethnic status, marital status) and eight dependent measures (Problem Avoidance, Interpersonal Hostility, Self-Assertion/Deception, Denial of Harm, In-Group Ties, Centrality, In-Group Affect, and LCSF-R) were significant in several cases (see Table 2 ).
RESULTS

As outlined in
Significant group differences were observed on four of the eight dependent measures (see Table 3 ). As predicted, WC-only inmates attained significantly lower scores on the PICTS Self-Assertion/ Deception scale and SIC In-Group Ties subscale relative to partici-CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR pants in the WC-prior and NWC conditions, whereas WC-prior and NWC inmates failed to differ on these two measures. Second, WCprior inmates scored significantly higher than WC-only and NWC inmates on the SIC Centrality subscale. Finally, all three groups varied on the LCSF-R, with NWC participants scoring significantly higher than WC-only and WC-prior inmates and WC-prior participants scoring significantly higher than WC-only inmates on this measure. Because the majority of WC-only participants had no record of prior arrest, the three arrest items (prior arrests for intrusive crime, total number of prior arrests, and age at first arrest) were removed from the LCSF-R, and the scale reanalyzed. The findings, as outlined in Table 3 , were comparable to the results obtained with the full LCSF-R. Furthermore, when the number of prior arrests was made a covariate in an ANCOVA of the significant dependent measures, outcomes showed that the PICTS Self-Assertion/Deception scale became nonsignificant, F(2, 119) = 1.08, p > .10, whereas the InGroup Ties subscale, F(2, 119) = 7.58, p < .01, Centrality subscale, F(2, 119) = 3.98, p < .05, and LCSF-R, F(2, 119) = 18.67, p < .001, remained significant. Owing to the fact that the WC-only, WC-prior, and NWC conditions deviated on several key demographic dimensions, these variables were entered as covariates in a series of analyses of covariance of the four significant dependent measures. After controlling for age, Besides testing the significance of group deviations on individual dependent measures, the current study also sought to determine whether a multivariate composite of the four PICTS factor scales, three SIC subscales, and LCSF-R significantly differentiated between inmates in the WC-only, WC-prior, and NWC conditions. A MANOVA of the eight dependent measures (Problem Avoidance, Interpersonal Hostility, Self-Assertion/Deception, Denial of Harm, In-Group Ties, Centrality, In-Group Affect, and LCSF-R) produced a statistically significant group effect, Pillai's Trace: approximate F(16, 228) = 5.24, p < .001. A MANCOVA was also computed, with age, education, sentence, ethnic status (White vs. Non-White), marital status (single vs. nonsingle), and Df-r serving as covariates, the results of which revealed a reduced but nonetheless statistically significant difference between the three groups, Pillai's Trace: approximate F(16, 216) = 2.08, p < .05. The first function of a multiple discriminant function analysis revealed a significant difference between the three groups on all eight dependent measures, χ 2 (16, N = 123) = 79.74, p < .001, with 65% of the total sample being correctly identified (88.2% of WC-only, 47.8% of WC-prior, 59.1% of NWC).
DISCUSSION
Congruent with past research (Weisburd et al., 1990 (Weisburd et al., , 1995 ) the current study identified two general categories of white-collar offender: a larger group of white-collar specialists who had never before been arrested for a non-white-collar crime and a smaller group of versatile white-collar offenders who had been arrested at least once for a nonwhite collar crime. When these two groups were compared to a control group of inmates convicted of nonviolent, non-white-collar crimes on measures of criminal thinking, identity, and lifestyle it was discovered that the white-collar offenders with no history of nonwhite-collar crime (WC-only) were less inclined to endorse criminal thoughts, identify with other criminals, and exhibit signs of a criminal lifestyle than white-collar offenders with prior arrests for non-whitecollar crime (WC-prior) and non-white-collar offenders (NWC). The WC-prior and NWC groups, as predicted, failed to differ from each other on measures of criminal thinking and identity, except for the Centrality subscale of the SIC, where WC-prior inmates scored significantly higher than WC-only and NWC participants. On the other hand, NWC inmates registered significantly higher scores on a measure of criminal lifestyle (LCSF-R) than participants in the WC-prior group. As hypothesized, white-collar offenders with a history of prior non-white-collar crime were largely indistinguishable from NWC offenders but featured stronger criminal thinking, identity, and general deviance than white-collar offenders with no history of non-whitecollar crime. Of course, the results may have differed had white-collar crime been defined, à la Sutherland, by the offender rather than by the offense.
Demographic variables such as age, education, sentence length, and ethnic status discriminated between the three groups of inmates, and except for ethnic status, correlated with at least one of the eight dependent measures included in this investigation. The ANOVA results were therefore supplemented by a series of ANCOVAs in which the five demographic measures served as covariates. The outcome of these analyses disclosed that group differences on the SIC In-Group Ties, LCSF-R total score, and the LCSF-R persisted even after controlling for the five demographic variables. Self-Assertion/Deception, the one PICTS scale demonstrating a significant ANOVA effect, by comparison, was no longer significant after controlling for initial demographic discrepancies between the groups. It may well be that the significant group contrast on the Self-Assertion/Deception scale is a consequence of the WC-only inmates being older than participants in the WC-prior and NWC conditions, coupled with the fact that age was negatively correlated with Self-Assertion/Deception. Group variations on the SIC In-Groups Ties subscale and LCSF-R (with and without the arrest items) appeared to be more robust because they displayed minimal change after age, education, sentence, ethnic status, marital status, and Df-r scale scores were accounted for. Differences on the SIC Centrality subscale remained stable after controlling for initial group differences on the Df-r scale, however, not when the five demographic variables were entered as covariates in an ANCOVA design.
One could argue that the disparities in criminal thinking and identity found to exist between WC-only and WC-prior participants were a function of the greater number of arrests attained by the WC-prior group. After all, the WC-prior group (M = 4.43, SD = 4.44) had accrued a substantially greater number of prior arrests than the WConly group (M = .24, SD = .43, t(53) = 5.50, p < .001). There are two problems with this argument. First, there were no significant group differences found for any of the dependent measures when first-time offending WC-only participants were compared with WC-only inmates who had a previous arrest for a white-collar crime. Second, when the number of prior arrests was employed as a covariate in an ANCOVA of the dependent measures achieving significant ANOVA results (i.e., PICTS Self-Assertion/Deception, SIC In-Group Ties, SIC Centrality, LCSF-R) only the PICTS Self-Assertion/Deception scale fell to nonsignificance, as it did when the five demographic measures and PICTS Df-r scale were incorporated as covariates in an ANCOVA of the dependent measures. These findings suggest that there is more to the outcome of the current study than a simple confounding of demographic/criminal arrest variables and white-collar status (WC-only and WC-prior), even though the power of the statistical tests was hindered by a relatively small number of participants in the WC-prior condition and moderately low internal consistency in the SIC subscales.
An effect that remained stable after the five demographic measures, PICTS Defensiveness scale, and prior arrests were controlled was the SIC In-Group Ties subscale. The robustness of the In-Group Ties effect suggests that white-collar offenders with a history of nonwhite-collar crime and persons convicted of non-white-collar crimes are significantly more likely to report feeling connected and tied to a deviant subgroup (i.e., formally labeled criminals) than white-collar offenders who have never before been arrested for a non-white-collar crime. An interesting and unanticipated finding was the moderately strong inverse relationship that surfaced between In-Group Ties and marital status, (r= -24, p < .01). Seeing as marital status was coded 1 for single individuals and 2 for nonsingle inmates, a significant negative correlation indicates that single participants scored higher on the In-Group Ties subscale than persons currently or previously married. Furthermore, this significant effect persisted even after age was controlled for with the aid of a partial correlation (r = -.21, p < .05). Hence, relationships or the capacity to form relationships, whether with a person or a profession, in the past or in the present, may protect against the construction of a criminal social identity, or conversely, a criminal social identity may inhibit the development of relationships with conventional people and professions.
Another unanticipated finding from the current study was that inmates from the WC-prior group achieved significantly higher scores on the SIC Centrality subscale than WC-only or NWC inmates. This outcome suggests that a criminal social identity is more central to the self-views of white-collar offenders with a prior history of nonwhite-collar crime than it is to the self-views of white-collar offenders with no record of non-white-collar crime and persons convicted of non-white-collar offenses. In an earlier study on novice and experienced medium security federal prisoners it was determined that novice, but not experienced, inmates registered significant gains on the SIC Centrality subscale after 6 months of incarceration (Walters, 2003) . Perhaps white-collar offenders previously arrested for nonwhite-collar crimes experience a greater sense of cognitive dissonance between their self-view and actual behavior than participants in the other two groups, thereby encouraging them to become preoccupied with a criminal social identity. A second possibility is that WCprior inmates were more criminally versatile than men in the other two conditions because they committed an average of 1.7 white-collar crimes and 3.7 non-white-collar crimes, compared to a mean of 1.2 white-collar crimes and 0.0 non-white-collar crimes for WC-only inmates and 0.1 white-collar crimes and 6.0 non-white-collar crimes for NWC participants. Thus, relative to inmates in the WC-only and NWC groups, WC-prior participants were dually deviant (white-collar and non-white-collar crime), which, in turn, may have served to inflate the salience of their deviant self-views.
An underpinning assumption of Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) general theory of white-collar crime is that white-collar criminals are as versatile and deviant as non-white-collar offenders. Using prior arrests for non-white-collar crime as a proxy for versatility we uncovered support for Gottfredson and Hirschi's position in the smaller group of white-collar offenders who possessed at least one prior arrest for a non-white collar crime. This group of white-collar offenders displayed criminal thinking and identity on par with inmates serving time for non-white-collar crimes and posted levels of prior non-whitecollar arrest (M = 3.74, SD= 3.92) comparable to the non-white-collar group (M = 4.97, SD = 5.12), t(87) = 1.05, p > .10. Be this as it may, 60% of the white-collar criminals participating in the current study had only ever been arrested for a white-collar crime. Therefore, Gottfredson and Hirschi's versatility hypothesis is only partially supported by the results of this investigation. Seeing as the LCSF-R assesses prior substance misuse, general occupational/school adjustment, and marital/relationship difficulties, removing the three arrest items would seem to make the LCSF-R the ideal proxy for general deviance. When the modified LCSF-R was used for this purpose it was determined that even less of a relationship existed between deviance and white-collar crime than between criminal versatility and white-collar crime, as the more versatile white-collar offenders (WCprior) showed greater deviance than the nonversatile white-collar offenders (WC-only) but were themselves less deviant than the nonwhite-collar control group (NWC).
Outcomes from the current investigation indicate that white-collar offenders can be grouped into two general categories: a larger group of individuals, constituting 60% of the current sample of white-collar offenders, with no history of non-white-collar crime and a smaller group of individuals serving time for a white-collar offense, but with at least one prior arrest for a non-white-collar crime. These findings further denote that the three groups differed modestly on measures of criminal thinking, moderately on measures of criminal identity, and widely on measures of lifestyle involvement. Although not all the comparisons were statistically significant, they were reasonably con-sistent with the hypotheses established at the onset of the current study. It will still be necessary to determine how well these findings generalize to other groups, particularly female inmates, because research suggests that a fair number of white-collar offenders are women (Daly, 1989) . This notwithstanding, one implication of the current findings is that white-collar offenders do not form a homogeneous group with respect to their pattern of offending, level of deviance, attitudes toward crime, or social identity. Such dissimilarities need to be taken into account when developing and implementing programs with white-collar offenders, perhaps by emphasizing criminal thinking and identity with white-collar offenders who have a history of prior non-white-collar crime and highlighting a different set of factors (e.g., stress, greed, and identity as a businessman) with individuals who have only ever committed white-collar crime.
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